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With generous funding from the Wenner-Gren Foundation for Anthropological Research, the Dynamics of Inclusion in Public Archaeology workshop
was held September 17–18, 2010 at the African Burial Ground National
Monument in New York City. The workshop consisted of one day devoted
to the presentation and discussion of original papers, eight of which are
included in this collection. The second day of the workshop included a
public program on ‘‘Archaeology and the Public in New York’’ as well as
reflection on the workshop and public event by workshop participants. The
workshop was organized by Christopher N. Matthews, Patrice L. Jeppson,
and Carol McDavid. Participants included Anna Agbe-Davies, Linda Derry,
John Carman, Patricia Carman, Pedro Funari, Cheryl J. LaRoche, Jed Levin
Morag Kersel, Nick Shepherd, and Kerry F. Thompson.
The workshop was planned in order to bring together a diverse set of
public archaeologists representing varied areas of scholarly interest, global
locations, and professional positions to explore questions about the actual
participation of the public in public archaeology projects. Scholars from
both academic and non-academic professional positions contributed original papers discussing their recent experience and research in public archaeology along with an annotated, public archaeology-based bibliography
referencing the theoretical and methodological ideas at the base of this
research. Papers considered research in Brazil, South Africa, England,
Israel, Jordan, the Navajo Nation, and the United States. Questions about
the definition of communities, archaeological advocacy and activism,
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heritage law, public and youth education, the antiquities trade, and conflicts between archaeologists and community interests were considered.
Discussion of the papers was very animated and productive, and all participants were thoroughly engaged. The public program, dealing with controversial community history and archaeology concerns in New York City,
provided an opportunity to reflect on the aims and goals of a dialogic
archaeology in action. Several audience members and program presenters
noted in discussion that the event was ‘‘healing’’(see Jeppson’s paper in
this collection for a thorough report and critical analysis of this event).
We are thrilled to see that the workshop participant’s wonderful early
drafts have emerged into the completed papers and the ‘‘Public Archaeology Bibliography Project’’ (PABP) that you find in this issue of Archaeologies. We wish to use this brief introduction to give some background and
context as to why we thought the workshop was important to convene at
the time. Essentially, the workshop was designed to address two topics that
seemed overdue for consideration.

How the Public Is Constituted in Archaeology
Questions about the collaboration between archaeologists and non-professional associated communities have become an established discourse in the
subfield of public archaeology. Critical reviews of how archaeologists think
about the past, heritage, communities, and stakeholders; how they practice
engagement, collaboration, and activism; and the ethical implications of
these practices have broadened and deepened the significance of the ‘‘public’’
in archaeology. Many of these practices are cited in this volume as part of the
aforementioned PABP project (McDavid this volume). This critique has
peeled back assumptions about the inherent value of the past and brought
forward the complex relationships and results that form when archaeologists
and other heritage professionals accept that their interests in material culture,
history and the making of place are no more or less valid than, nor even radically distinct from, those in other communities. Emerging dialogues between
professional and descendent, local, national, activist, political, and cultural
communities chip away at both the idea of the archaeologist as expert, whose
interpretations stand above others, as well as the authority of archaeology as
an established and unified method for bringing the past to light. Nuanced
dialogic projects now show that archaeology produces much more than
material remains and historical and cultural interpretations, but also creates
a dynamic social space where past and present are constructed, integrated,
and negotiated. These now more broadly defined ‘‘public’’ archaeologies are
being examined in light of the context-specific interests and opinions about
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doing archaeology in given times, places, and conditions, and in pursuit of
collaboratively imagined ends.
A recent result of the critique of public archaeology has been an interrogation of the use of the concept of ‘‘community’’ (see Agbe-Davies, this
collection). Contemporary discourse and theory on ‘‘community’’ and ‘‘the
public’’ informed our discussions in the workshop as we grappled with the
specific question of ‘‘inclusion’’ in the collaborative process: that is, who is
involved and, as important, who is not, and how these dynamics of inclusion
speak to archaeological practice, community identity and structure, and the
intersection of these significant concerns. The question of inclusion logically
follows recent waves of critique in public archaeology, which expose multiple
previously unconsidered relations, such as those between archaeologists,
nations, and governments, between archaeologists and local political and cultural authorities, and between archaeologists and the specific interests of
descendants and localities (e.g., Casteñeda and Matthews 2008; ColwellChanthaphonh and Ferguson 2008; Galaty and Wilkinson 2004; Hamilakis
and Duke 2007; Little and Shackel 2007; Mortenson and Hollowell 2009; Silverman and Ruggles 2008; Smith and Waterton 2009; also see McDavid, this
volume). Recent signs of the opening of archaeology (Killion 2008) now beg
us to consider how these relationships with communities are necessarily partial and therefore highly political. We need to interrogate, far more critically,
how the opening of archaeology is simultaneously about the past and about
the actual relationships created in the present in order to come to know how
these relationships and constructed communities are essential to the way
archaeology is practiced, valued, and understood.
Our goal for the workshop was to bring together archaeologists with
extensive experience in collaborative research to discuss and theorize how
communities form in, around, and despite archaeology. Participants
explored ways to identify impediments to broad community participation
and debate how such obstacles can be understood and addressed. We did not
simply aim to produce a fuller sense of community participation nor to find
ways for more community voices to be engaged. Rather, we discussed how to
take advantage of the access to community members that collaborative
archaeologies provide in order to understand how multiple, conflicting, and
sometimes deeply unequal relationships with ‘‘community heritage’’ exist as
components of a given community’s structure. We explored two necessary
steps required to encourage more complex understandings of community
participation, belonging, and conflict thus fulfilling a greater potential and
relevance for community and collaborative archaeologies than now exists.
For one, ongoing conversations about collaboration need to consider
the complexities of responsibility and ownership. Most agree that the point
of collaboration is to prompt archaeologists to share the responsibility
for and ownership of their work with communities connected to it as
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descendants, locals, hosts, partners, colleagues, and supporters. We considered another side of this relationship that emerges when collaborating
communities are examined more closely: that archaeologists clearly understand, be responsible for, and own up to the collaborating communities
they help to ‘‘construct’’ in their work.
Second, the workshop examined the potential that, through an engagement with archaeology, any given community can come to understand itself
better and in a manner prompting greater reflection and perhaps change to
become more inclusive. We acknowledge that there are deeply felt relationships with history that cause community members, in different places and
times, to be in opposition to each other and to outsiders. Therefore, we
sought to define new avenues for archaeology to better ground its research
in issues that emerge from the actual dynamics of inclusion and exclusion
that build communities, rather than from the constructed and imagined
communities archaeologists too often engage with now.

Community Engagement Is Inherent, It Is Not a Choice
Archaeologists are increasingly making efforts to engage communities and
redefine the public significance archaeology in modern society. This trend
has many faces, including the development of educational curricula and
other professional outreach programs, engagements with heritage tourism,
construction of past-present connections and analogies, and the cultivation
of shared authority with descendent and local communities. Much of this
work is highly regarded in archaeological circles, as it both increases the
relevance of archaeology among non-archaeologists and challenges boundaries between the academy and its subject, partner, and host communities.
Even so, collaborative and inclusive approaches are not accepted by all
archaeologists. Resistance is found among those who focus on purely academic agendas, who are uncomfortable with mutually empowered scenarios
that allow ‘‘non-scientific’’ views of the past equal standing, or find community engagement to be irrelevant to the primary archaeological research
enterprise (Gillespie 2003; McGhee 2008, 2010; Moore 1994; South 1997).
In addition, the acceptance of community review (as just as critical as
‘‘peer review’’) as a necessary part of the process is rejected by some. Likewise, some communities remain skeptical of the motives of ‘‘most’’ archaeologists, especially indigenous groups and descendant stakeholders who
reference a long history of archaeological and other academic neglect and
disrespect (see Thompson, this collection).
Our effort was thus guided by a ‘‘reflexive’’ effort to elucidate why community archaeology is not work archaeologists may choose to do, but is
inherent to how archaeology is practiced. Archaeologists are already
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embedded in professional communities as well as academic, national,
political, epistemological and ontological communities of practice. The
question, therefore, is not whether to engage but how engagement itself is
defining to what archaeology is and what it accomplishes.
Another goal of the workshop was to outline ways for archaeologists to
more competently understand and ethically engage with collaborating communities. We called for participants to consider three topics in all that
together will help to answer these questions: Does archaeology enable
engagements with history that serve interests beyond those of archaeologists and related heritage professionals? And, if so, what does archaeology
actually do when it is properly set within community-based sociopolitical
constructions of heritage, history, and the past?
The first topic was how the construction of elicited and existing communities connects to whether and how collaborations are considered successful by both archaeologists and their collaborators. Here we are directly
interested in the roles community members play in collaborative archaeology projects; who participates and who does not; and how these performed
roles reflect (or not) the roles that collaborators play in their communities
outside of their relationship with archaeologists.
Second, we were interested in contextualizing community archaeology
within the influential local, national, and global trends already at play in
communities. What external and internal forces and goals push community
members to take an interest or to reject in archaeology? How does archaeology fit into current community discourse? Do imagined and actual intersections between archaeology and communities speak to the relationship
between community members and other outside interests such as nonprofits/NGOs, interests in education and business, or deeper social and cultural impacts of the nation and global capitalism?
Third, we sought to critically explore the potential for community
archaeology to be actively dialogic. Can a deeper and more developed
understanding of communities be deployed in archaeological research so
that archaeology is not only ‘‘in’’ and ‘‘with’’ communities, but ‘‘about’’
them as well? Can archaeological community engagement reveal and
address ‘‘community-building’’ issues otherwise obscured by current working conceptions of inclusion and exclusion? Our purpose was to investigate
how the making of archaeological communities can create substantial new
knowledge relevant to archaeologists and collaborators alike for developing
meaningful new relationships with each other, relationships we feel are
essential to creating an informed understanding of the potential usefulness
of the archaeological past.
The following articles differ, but in ways that we feel are very productive
regarding how they address these topics and questions. As you read
them you will find some frustrated voices yearning to find a place for the
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archaeology that the authors were trained to practice (see the articles by
Thompson, Derry, Carman, Kersel). Despite the tone of their conclusions,
these authors recognize the complexities and difficulties that emerge as
archaeology is pulled into the realities of the living world. Others have
found that the arrival of archaeology’s more palpable relevance offers new
tools for addressing shortcomings in the dominant heritage discourses,
with which most professionals and the public alike must contend. In these
examples an underlying tone of triumph can be found that results less
from the excavation of sites than the involvement of typically marginal
peoples in the archaeological process (see the articles by Agbe-Davies, LaRoche, Levin, Funari and Carvalho). You will also find some truly innovative ways that archaeologists and communities have developed to record
their relations and to produce a broader more inclusive community in
practice (Kersel, Funari and Carvalho, Derry).
In addition to the papers that came out of the workshop we are also
pleased to include two additional papers on topics reflecting to the workshop’s exploration of inclusion in public archaeology. The first is Patti
Jeppson’s formal report and analysis of our attempt to create a public
archaeology event that enacted the idea of a self-reflexive dialogic archaeology. This public program was pursued in collaboration with our hosts, the
African Burial Ground National Monument in New York. This site was
deliberately selected as the location for the workshop. As the result of an
intense, well-documented, and largely successful struggle by New York
descendant African American community, the African Burial Ground site
stands as a monument both to those buried there in the 1700s and then
forgotten and to the power of the community-based movement to ensure
the respectful and meaningful treatment of the remains by archaeologists
and heritage professionals. Jeppson’s analysis explains how the event was
both a case study for the workshop’s ‘‘insider needs’’ as well as a social
product constructed by ‘‘outsider’’ needs.
Carol McDavid is also leading an important collaborative effort to continue the workshop and public event conversation beyond one weekend, or
one volume. To begin this effort, workshop participants were asked to contribute a list of references that reflected the practice of public archaeology
in their areas of topical and regional expertise. McDavid then began to pull
together additional sources, with the initial idea that all would be included
in this volume and posted online at an existing archaeology venue (e.g., a
professional society web page). The results, however, were surprisingly and
positively overwhelming, and much too large to be included in this collection.
At that point, we decided to create a collaborative, ongoing, online bibliography project. This will be a long-term public archaeology project in
which the community is ‘‘us’’—that is, all of those interested in the
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scholarly study of public archaeology. Posted at Wikipedia, the bibliography will be available to all, in a form which is easy for any user, worldwide, to augment, edit, and annotate (and we hope that key citations will,
over time, have enough different annotations that they will become ‘‘conversations’’ in themselves). McDavid’s paper in this collection explains the
history of this idea including the decisions involved in choosing the most
appropriate online venue, and provides information about how the current
bibliography is indexed.
As the organizers of the Dynamics of Inclusion in Public Archaeology
workshop and the editors of this collection, we are more than pleased with
the results. As the subfield of public archaeology grows, whether and how
the public, collaborators, and communities are connected to archaeology
create a set of vital questions that demand consideration. Moreover, how
archaeologists perform within these public settings is essential to how
archaeology itself progresses. It is our hope that this exploration of the
notion of inclusion will better enable archaeology and archaeologists to
cultivate spaces for alternatives and for outsiders. Ultimately, we hope to at
least begin to show how archaeology can usefully contribute to communities and to the production of understandings that reflect how history,
heritage, archaeology, and communities form a framework for better scholarship and meaning-making in the modern world.
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